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Faculty Senate
Tuesday, February 10, 2009
Meeting held in 209 Bryant
Senators in Attendance:
Deborah Barker, Robert Barnard, Mark Bing, Jan Bounds, Steve Brewer, Allison
Burkette, Ricky Burkhead, Ben Cooper, Lucien Cremaldi, Donna Davis, Melissa Dennis,
George Dor, Charles Eagles, Allison Ford-Wade, Judy Greenwood, Mary Hayes, Erin
Holmes, Elliot Hutchcraft, Brad Jones, Jason Klodt, P.T. Krantz, Joel Kuszmaul, Elise
Lake, John Lobur, Soumyajit Majumdar, Tyrus McCarty, Carmen Manning Miller,
Jessica Minihan, Debra Moore-Shannon, Chris Mullen, Tim Nordstrom, Jason Ritchie,
Angela Rutherford, Paul Scovazzo, Jesse Scott, Zia Shariat-Madar, Ken Sufka, Durant
Thompson, Laura Vaughn, Doug Vorhies, Mark Walker, Karl Wang, Jay Watson, Thea
Williams-Black, John Williamson, Jordan Zjawiony
Senators absent with prior notification:
Yixin Chen, Bill Chappell, Cesar Rego, Joe Turner Cantu
Senators absent without notification:
Laurel Lambert, John Neff
•
•
•

Meeting opened by Senator Sufka at 7:00 p.m.
First order of business: Approve January meeting minutes
o Motioned & seconded; approved with no abstentions
Second order of business: SACS and Quality Enhancement Plan (QEP) update by
Dr. Amy Wells, Associate Professor of Leadership and Counselor Education, and
Dr. Maurice Eftink, Dean of the Graduate School
o Dr. Eftink explained that the SACS onsite reaffirmation visit will occur in
two weeks
 The first part—the compliance report—is backwards-looking; the
second part, QEP is forward-looking, verifying that UM can
implement plans to enhance student learning
 Dr. Amy Wells, Dr. Ethel Young-Minor, and Dr. Stephen Monroe
have been leaders in honing the QEP
o Dr. Wells explained the QEP to the Senate
 Students are held accountable for learning outcomes so as to avoid
relying on testing as the sole measurement tool
• Ideas generated for improving student writing: improve the
sequencing of first year writing courses; create placement
exams to better serve students’ needs; improve instructor
training; self-directed placement; portfolios, in which
students’ thinking and writing occur over time rather than
as a final product
• Planned changes: improve tutorial assistance through an
enhanced writing center; create a center on writing and











rhetoric; create remedial education courses; hire a leader in
rhetoric and education; faculty development grants
UM’s QEP plan is under review by experts in the field
• Will submit a 5 year follow-up report to identify successes
and shortcomings of the plan
Dr. Wells encouraged Senators to learn more at the QEP website
(http://www.olemiss.edu/qep)
Question from the floor: Is it possible to include junior-level
technical writing courses?
• Dr. Wells responded that there will be courses on writing in
the disciplines; in the third phase of the project the director
of the writing center will work with departments and
faculty to develop students’ writing
Senator Williamson expressed concerns that the plan will not
attract new students or foment retention; he asked if the decision
had been made to hire the aforementioned positions
• Dr. Wells responded that the QEP asks UM to put forth an
institutional commitment, including an allocation of funds;
there is hope that it will assist 1st year students to succeed
and thus help in retention
• Dr. Eftink commented that the plan should contribute to
retention. In addition, the money was set aside several
years ago for the new hires; these monies are open to
scrutiny, can be altered, and there will eventually be a need
for new monies
• Senator Williamson remarked that he would have preferred
to hear that administration positions would be eliminated
o Dr. Eftink responded that UM has to submit a QEP
plan and it will be reviewed; this budget is not
immune to future cuts and UM also must submit a
plan to SACS
o Dr. Wells added that accountability is part of the
plan as required by SACS; also, leadership is in the
faculty’s hands
Senator Barnard asked what enhancements mean in the context of
the QEP? What is UM hoping to accomplish? How will
improvements be measured?
• Dr. Wells responded that the goal is to target 1st year
students to improve their writing and learning, which
should show benefits over their academic career; the
specific goals are outlined in Chapter 10 of the plan
Question from the floor: Will the plan expand beyond first-year
writing courses?
• Dr. Wells responded that there will be development
workshops for faculty as well as for graduate instructors



•

Senator Lobur asked about setting specific writing goals for
instructors and the steps to get students to these goals (i.e., just
because a professor has a PhD and writes well doesn’t mean that
s/he can teach writing well)
• Dr. Wells responded that the plan is to reduce the number
of sections and to improve the quality of LIBA 102, to
provide development opportunities and specify outcomes
for instructors, and to create an assessment model
Third order of business: Presentation and discussion of selection options for
faculty membership on the Strategic Planning Council (SPC)
o Senator Davis presented two models for election to the SPC, both of
which would present an ample number of candidates but still make
elections manageable
 Who can serve? In Model 1, any tenured faculty member as
selected from the full faculty; in Model 2, candidates would be
selected from among the Senate membership
 Who are the electors? In Model 1, the Governance committee vets
candidates and the Faculty Senate votes on them; in Model 2, all
“eligible faculty” would vote (according to the bylaws)
 The text of the SPC election models:
--Strategic Planning Council
Proposed Election Models

MODEL #1
Representatives: Faculty members eligible to serve as Representatives on the Strategic
Planning Council shall be all tenured faculty members who are eligible to vote for
members of the Faculty Senate. Not all Representatives serving on the Strategic Planning
Council shall be from the same school.
Nominations: The Faculty Governance Committee of the Faculty Senate shall solicit
nominations from all faculty members eligible to vote for members of the Faculty Senate.
The Faculty Governance Committee shall evaluate the nominated faculty members and
shall forward to the Faculty Senate a slate of candidates that shall contain no more than
three nominees for each open position. In evaluating the nominees, the Faculty
Governance Committee shall consider:
1. balance of representation;
2. breadth of vision of the candidate for the future of the university;
3. ability to effectively articulate faculty positions and concerns about the future of
the university;
4. knowledge of or interest in engaging in long-term planning processes;
5. integrity in representing the educational needs of the students of the University.

Electors: The Faculty Senate shall elect one representative for each open position from
the nominations forwarded from the Faculty Governance Committee. The Chair of the
Faculty Senate shall forward the names of the Representatives selected by the Faculty
Senate to the Chair of the Strategic Planning Council.
Term: Each Representative to the Strategic Planning Council shall serve a term of three
years. The initially elected Representatives of the Strategic Planning Council shall serve
staggered terms (i.e. one Representative shall be elected for a one-year term, one shall be
elected for a two-year term, and one shall be elected from a three-year term).
MODEL #2
Representatives: Faculty members eligible to serve as Representatives on the Strategic
Planning Council shall be all tenured faculty members who are members of the Faculty
Senate at the time of their election. Not all Representatives serving on the Strategic
Planning Council shall be from the same school.
Nominations: The Faculty Governance Committee of the Faculty Senate shall solicit
nominations from all faculty members eligible to vote for members of the Faculty Senate.
The Faculty Senate shall elect a slate of candidates to stand for election from the Senators
nominated. In selected these candidates the Faculty Senate shall consider:
1. balance of representation;
2. breadth of vision of the candidate for the future of the university;
3. ability to effectively articulate faculty positions and concerns about the future of
the university;
4. knowledge of or interest in engaging in long-term planning processes;
5. integrity in representing the educational needs of the students of the University.
Electors: Faculty members eligible to vote shall be all faculty members who are eligible
to vote in the election of members to the Faculty Senate. The Chair of the Faculty Senate
shall forward the names of the Representatives selected by the faculty to the Chair of the
Strategic Planning Council.
Term: Each Representative to the Strategic Planning Council shall serve a term of three
years. The initially elected Representatives of the Strategic Planning Council shall serve
staggered terms (i.e. one Representative shall be elected for a one-year term, one shall be
elected for a two-year term, and one shall be elected from a three-year term).
--

Senator Williamson asked why the Governance committee would
select candidates?
• Senator Davis responded that in Model 2, the Senate would
solicit nominations from the full faculty; in Model 1, the

•

Governance committee would serve to narrow the process
to arrive at a manageable slate of candidates so that the
process does not become unwieldy
 Question from the floor: Is voting “none of the above” an option?
• Senator Davis responded that yes, voting “none of the
above” is always an option
 Senator Watson explained that the Governance committee assumed
the task of elections to avoid having to appoint yet another
committee
 Senator Eagles made a motion to adopt Model 1 with an
amendment that one of the representatives must be from the
Senate; the motion was seconded
• In subsequent discussion, Senator Lake observed that
Senators routinely rotate off of Senate and during their term
on the SPC they may no longer be members of Faculty
Senate
• Senator Mullen suggested that one representative could be
appointed by the Senate and the other two could be elected
• Senator Williamson asked why a representative should be
from the Senate?
o Chair Sufka responded that such a representative
would then have the responsibility to report back to
the Senate
• The Senate voted on the motion: 17 voted in favor, 21
opposed, 6 abstentions
 The Senate then voted on accepting Model 1: 37 in favor, 2
opposed, 5 abstentions
• Senator Sufka explained that now that the Senate has a plan
for membership on the SPC, it will be put in motion
Fourth order of business: Departmental feedback on state budget cuts/revenue
streams and implementation recommendations to the Senate Finance committee
o Senator Nordstrom explained that the Finance committee was considering
a worst case scenario in response to another 5% budget cut that might
need to be implemented by the Deans and Chairs
 Thinking on the committee has now progressed to “what if it’s
worse than 5%?”
o The text of the recommendations from the Finance committee:

--In response to the national economic trouble and its deleterious impact on Mississippi’s
budget, the university has already endured budget cuts. If the economic distress continues
and worsens, the university will likely experience further pressure on its revenues.
Although the cuts the university may face remain unknown, a variety of alternative
actions by the university should be thoroughly discussed in advance of the necessity of
further, possibly severe, cuts.

If the people employed at the university are indeed, as Chancellor Khayat has repeatedly
insisted, part of the Ole Miss family, we should in these hard times take care of each
other, our brothers and sisters; we should not sacrifice a few of the most defenseless at
the bottom for the security and comfort of everyone else. The burdens cannot, of course,
be shared equally because everyone does not have the same resources.
Before the university reduces any staffing levels (to include faculty and staff; full-time
and part-time; temporary, contract, and adjunct employees), the university should enact
progressive wage and salary reductions (to include all compensation received as
university employees) on individual compensation above $35,000 per year to meet
budget shortfalls (see example below). Such progressive cuts should be only a last resort
before the elimination of jobs and positions.
Example:
–below $35,000 left untouched,
–between $35,000 and $70,000 cut by .5%;
–between $70,000 and $100,000 cut by 1.5%;
–between $100,000 and $150,000; cut by 3%;
–between $150,000 and $200,000 cut by 6%;
–exceeding $200,000 cut by 10%.
--o Senator Sufka opined that the administration should absorb as much of the
cuts as possible before cutting programs. He suggested identifying
departments that are performing well (in terms of teaching, research, and
service) and not harming them with budget cuts. He also observed that
UM is seemingly not encouraging early retirements
 Senator Williamson commented that UM chose not to encourage
early retirements a few years ago
o The Department of Chemical Engineering is concerned with possible cuts
in other departments (such as in the Math Department, upon which
chemical engineering depends) and the effect such cuts would have on
their department
o Senator Burkette remarked that cutting instructor positions and thus
increasing class sizes is contrary to the mission of the Department of
Modern Languages to effectively teach languages
o Senator Lobur commented that it is impossible for the Senate to determine
which parts of departments are expendable
o Senator Eagles mentioned that an anonymous ballot taken in the History
Department on the aforementioned recommendation passed unanimously;
the History Department felt an obligation to defend all faculty and staff,
particularly those in the most vulnerable positions
o Senator Mullen argued that if UM cut untenured faculty, it would not be
able to teach necessary courses and it would not be able to retain students
o Senator Watson asked if the numbers in the recommendation were
hypothetical and asked the Finance committee to seek actual numbers

o Senator Richie suggested the possibility of a reduction in effort to
correspond to a possible reduction in salary (such as 97% of 9 months of
work)
 Senator Eagles responded that such a reduction in effort would
effect all faculty and staff and reiterated that he values the staff,
groundskeepers, and their jobs
o Senator Vorhies suggested that it could be dangerous to suggest to the
administration that faculty are willing to work for less money
o Senator Barnard asked if the aforementioned salary reductions would
apply to base salaries or total earnings? Such salary reductions could be a
disincentive to teach a summer course whose income could push a faculty
member into a higher rate of salary cuts
o Senator Williamson suggested that UM could consider cutting
underperforming graduate programs or encourage faculty to retire. Since
Dr. Eftink had mentioned that UM has set aside money for QEP plan, the
Senate should not suggest program cuts until all monies are accounted for
o Senator Thompson asked for the timeline of possible budget cuts
 Senator Nordstrom responded that the 5% cut is calculated for the
next fiscal year
o Senator Davis asked if the Senate could agree in principal to these
recommendations and asked how much money needs to be raised to cover
such a cut; she recommended sending the recommendations back to the
Finance committee to run the numbers
o Senator Richie asked if furloughs were a possibility, such as at institutions
like Clemson
 Senator Eagles responded that furloughs would particularly
disadvantage custodial staff making $17,000 per year
o Senator Lobur recommended that the Senate should take an immediate
stand to send a message to the university community that the faculty
would rather take a pay cut than cut jobs
 Senator Sufka responded that there is not a tremendous urgency to
respond since signs indicate that UM can absorb a 5% budget cut
in the next fiscal year
o Senator Williamson suggested that the Senate needs to know the
university’s resources before it makes decisions
 Senator Nordstrom replied that the Committee was still in the idea
phase
o Senator Barker suggested that before UM institutes cuts, the Senate could
recommend using the aforementioned recommendations as a proviso
o Senator Vorhies remarked that there are always programs in UM that are
not effective or with few majors. While it may make a nice statement to
the university community, he asked if the Senate wanted to tie the Deans’
hands with such a resolution?
o Senator Dor warned against cuts to travel and research funding while job
requirements remain at the same level, a situation which would
disadvantage untenured faculty

•

o Senator Barnard remarked that according to internal accounting
procedures (such as charging for desk telephones and internet access) units
pay the physical plant, and asked if the Senate could find out how much
money is floating around in the system
 Senator Sufka responded that the Senate could have Larry Sparks
come to an upcoming meeting to answer such questions
Fifth order of business: Feedback on Strategic Planning Documents to the Senate
Governance committee
o Senator Davis presented two resolutions: the SPC Faculty Membership
Resolution and the Provost Search Resolution
 A motion was made to suspend the rules to discuss the SPC
Faculty Membership Resolution; the motion was seconded
 Of the 44 Senators present at the time of voting, 36 voted in favor
of suspending the rules
 The text of the SPC Faculty Membership Resolution:
--Strategic Planning Council
Faculty Membership Resolution

Whereas: The foremost concern and goal of any strategic planning process should be the
richest possible learning environment for the largest number of students;
Faculty members who are not involved in administration have the clearest view of the
effectiveness of institutional actions on teaching and learning;
The expertise of hands-on teachers is a valuable and irreplaceable source of knowledge
for any planning process that has enhanced and enriched learning as a major goal;
Educational approach and student needs vary widely among academic disciplines;
A planning process that has equal room for the input of faculty and administrators
demonstrates respect for the different, but vital role, that each plays in the mission of the
University;
Equal representation between groups of differing viewpoints encourages consensus
building, leading to a stronger end result and broader support for end result of a planning
process;
A planning group in which administrators and faculty members are equally represented is
best able to draw on the expertise and wisdom of the broadest range of input from the
academic community and lessens the potential for the consistent marginalization of the
viewpoint of faculty members who are ultimately the providers of academic content;
Equal representation of faculty members and administrators on the Strategic Planning
Council will increase the credibility and legitimacy of its recommendations;

The Faculty Senate requests that the Chancellor increase faculty membership from three
to six voting members to equal the number of the six voting members drawn from the
administrative ranks.
---

•

•

o Senator Davis recommended that the Chancellor increase the number of
faculty representatives on the SPC from 3 to 6 to give equal representation
to faculty and administrators
 Senator Williamson expressed concerns about the legitimacy of the
SPC’s voting members (such as representatives from Multicultural
Affairs and the Office of Research)
 Senator Barnard asked that if the resolution passed the Senate,
would it go to Chancellor?
• Senator Davis responded that it would go to the Chancellor,
and that since professors have frontline contact with
students, they need wide representation from around
campus on the SPC
o The Senate voted on the resolution: 42 in favor, 2 opposed, no abstentions
Sixth order of business: Update on the Chancellor search
o Senator Sufka reminded senators that they will have the opportunity to
interact with members of the IHL on Tuesday, February 17, 2009, at the
Inn at Ole Miss at 11:15 am
Seventh order of business: 2009-2010 Senate membership data
o Senator Sufka presented the 2009-2010 Senate membership numbers:

LIBERAL ARTS
African-American Studies
Art
Biology
Chemistry
Classics
Economics
English
History
Journalism
Mathematics
Modern Languages
Music
Philosophy/Religion
Physics/Astronomy

Faculty
3
12
17
16
5
12
28
19
9
16
18
22
9
12

Senators
1
1
1
1
1
1
3
2
1
1
2
2
1
1

Political Science
Psychology
Public Policy Leadership
Sociology/Anthropology
Theatre Arts

16
15
6
13
9

1
1
1
1
1

BUSINESS
Finance
Management
Marketing
MIS/POM

9
10
12
6

1
1
1
1

EDUCATION
Curriculum/Instruction
Leadership/Ed Counselling

23
14

2
1

ENGINEERING
Chemical Engineering
Civil Engineering
Computer Science
Electrical Engineering
Geology
Mechanical

6
7
8
11
7
5

1
1
1
1
1
1

LAW SCHOOL

22

2

PHARMACY
Medicinal Chemistry
Pharmaceutics
Pharmacognosy
Pharmacology
Pharmacy Admin
Pharmacy Practice

6
5
5
6
6
6

1
1
1
1
1
1

11

1

ACCOUNTANCY

•

APPLIED SCIENCES
Communicative Disorders
Family/Consumer Science
Health/Exer Sci/Rec Mgmt
Legal Studies
Social Work

4
9
11
7
10

1
1
1
1
1

LIBRARY

25

3

Meeting adjourned at 9:00 p.m.

